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Chemical Common Name CAS Use 

JP-5* 8008-20-6 Primary fuel used in U.S. Navy aircraft 
carriers (MIL-DTL-5624) 

JP-7* HZ0600-22-T U.S. Air Force aircraft fuel (MIL-DTL-
38219) 

JP-8* 8008-20-6 U.S. Air Force military jet fuel (MIL-DTL-
83133) 

Kerosene 8008-20-6 Aviation fuel, heating fuel, solvent 

* JP means jet propellant. 

Acetone 

We considered adding acetone as a TAP. Including acetone on the TAP list would have imposed 
more burden on businesses and permitting agencies. EPA promotes acetone as a Safer Choice5 
chemical because it is best in class for specific functions. EPA notes that acetone has a “low 
potential for harming either human health or the environment.”6 Including it as a TAP could 
have unintended consequences by disincentivizing the use of a chemical that we promote as a 
substitute for more harmful chemicals. Adding the chemical as a TAP does not align the level of 
review by an applicant and the permitting agency with the risk associated with the emissions 
from the project. 

Fuels 

We considered adding these fuels to the TAP list: fuel oil no. 2, kerosene, and the four kerosene-
based jet fuels (JP-4, JP-5, JP-7, and JP-8). We did not include them because the rule already 
regulates the volatile TAPs that comprise each fuel. 

• Gasoline and diesel fuel contain the TAPS such as benzene, toluene, xylenes, n-hexane, 
and naphthalene. 

• According to ATSDR, jet fuel contains several different TAPs (e.g., benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, xylene, naphthalene and others).7,8 ATSDR establishes the minimal risk 
level for jet fuels based on the jet fuel mixture, rather than individual components. Using 
naphthalene as an example, consideration of these individual TAPs would likely be more 
stringent than an ASIL based on the jet fuel mixture that is the basis for the JP-8 minimal 
risk level. 

Including these fuels would therefore be duplicative and provide no regulatory benefit. 

5 Refer to EPA’s Safer Choice Standard and Criteria found at https://www.epa.gov/saferchoice/standard#tab-2.  
6 EPA Memorandum from Dan Rosenblatt to Lois Rossi, “Reassessment of One Exemption from the Requirement 
of a Tolerance for Acetone,” June 13, 2005, page 2. 
7 ATSDR Jet Fuels JP-4 and JP-7 found at  https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/ToxProfiles/tp76-c3.pdf. 
8 ATSDR JP-5, JP-8 and Jet A-Fuels found at https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp121-c3.pdf. 
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Decision-Making Documentation 

averaging period because these are non-cancer causing chemicals. Lead is a cancer-causing 
chemical so its ASIL reflects a year averaging period.15 

We reviewed the NAAQS status and compared it to TAP levels.16 We are retaining these 
chemicals as TAPs because they meet the listing criteria and including them provides additional 
consideration of potential public health impacts that NAAQS compliance alone does not provide. 

Evaluation of the use of early life adjustment factors 
Current ASIL values do not reflect an early life adjustment factor for cancer risk. We relied on 
three EPA documents to determine which chemicals act through a mutagenic mode of action: 

• Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) 

o Chemical assessment summary for vinyl chloride17 
o Chemical assessment summary for trichlorethylene18 

• Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) – User’s Guide19 

• Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-life Exposure to 
Carcinogens20 

We adjusted the ASIL value for the 31 TAPs in Table 9 based on EPA’s early-life adjustment 
factor:21 

• 1.66 to account for increased susceptibility among infants and children exposed to 
mutagenic chemicals. 

• 1.22 for trichloroethylene because the mutagenic mode of action applies to kidney tumors, 
but not for other cancers included in the derivation of the unit risk factor. 

While EPA lists vinyl chloride as a mutagen, we did not adjust the ASIL because the toxicity 
value already accounts for continuous lifetime exposure from birth. 

15 “Concise Explanatory Statement and Responsiveness Summary for the Adoption of WAC 173-400-110, General 
Regulations for Air Pollution Sources and Chapter 173-460 WAC, Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air 
Pollutants,” May 19, 2009, Publication number 09-02-008, pages 3, 40, and 41.
16 See Gary Palcisko “Criteria Air Pollutants as Toxic Air Pollutants” PowerPoint presentation, Nov. 16, 2018. 
17 Date last revised 8/7/2000. Available at URL: 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/1001_summary.pdf.
18 Date last revised 9/28/2011. Available at URL: 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0199_summary.pdf.
19 EPA Risk Assessment. Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) – Users Guide. November 2018. Available at URL: 
https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-users-guide#mutagens.
20 U.S. EPA (Environmental Protection Agency). (2005). Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from 
Early-Life Exposure to Carcinogens. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC, EPA/630/R-
03/003F, 2005. Available at URL: 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-09/documents/childrens_supplement_final.pdf.
21 See February 14, 2019 Memorandum “Use of early-life adjustment factors in deriving acceptable source impact 
levels for a subset of toxic air pollutants,” February 14, 2019 Memorandum “Recommendations for Updating WAC 
173-460-150,” and October 10, 2019 PowerPoint presentation “Toxicity Equivalence (TEQ) & Relative Potency.” 
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Table 9: TAPs adjusted by an early-life adjustment factor 

Chemical Common Name CAS 
1 1,2,3-Trichloropropane 96-18-4 
2 1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 96-12-8 
3 3-Methylcholanthrene 56-49-5 
4 4,4'-Methylenebis(2-chloroaniline) (MOCA) 101-14-4 

7,12-Dimethylbenz[a]anthracene 57-97-6 
6 Acrylamide 79-06-1 
7 Barium chromate 10294-40-3 
8 Benz(a)anthracene 56-55-3 
9 Benzidine 92-87-5 

Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-8 
11 Benzo(b)fluoranthene 205-99-2 
12 Bnezo(k)fluoranthene 207-08-9 
13 Chloroprene 126-99-8 
14 Chromic trioxide 1333-82-0 

Chromic(VI) acid 7738-94-5 
16 Chromium(VI) & compounds, NOS ----
17 Chrysene 218-01-9 
18 Coke oven emissions ----
19 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 53-70-3 

Dichloromethane (methylene chloride) 75-09-2 
21 Ethyl carbamate (urethane) 51-79-6 
22 Ethylene oxide 75-21-8 
23 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 193-39-5 
24 Lead chromate 7758-97-6 

Lead chromate oxide 18454-12-1 
26 N-Nitrosodiethylamine 55-18-5 
27 N-Nitrosodimethylamine 62-75-9 
28 N-nitroso-N-ethylurea 759-73-9 
29 N-nitroso-N-methylurea 684-93-5 

Safrole 94-59-7 
31 Trichloroethylene 79-01-6 

Review of the existing ASIL for diethyl and methyl mercury 
Due to concerns with the neurotoxicity of diethyl and methyl mercury, the 2009 rulemaking 
established the ASIL, SQER, and de minimis emission value for these TAPs at a number that is 
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Decision-Making Documentation 

extremely close to zero. This value requires regulatory review of every project with any 
emissions of these chemicals.22 

We reviewed the health impacts assessments of several Hanford cleanup projects that have 
potential emissions of methyl mercury, but we have not received any project applications for 
diethyl mercury emissions. We also evaluated methyl mercury research and other available 
information.23 Prenatal brain development is sensitive to very small amounts of methyl and 
diethyl mercury. Maternal inhalation of contaminated air exposes the fetus via placental transfer 
from the maternal bloodstream. Based on our evaluation of this material, we propose an ASIL of 
0.14 (µg/m3) for diethyl and methyl mercury. 

Since we are proposing a new ASIL, we also propose to establish the SQER and de minimis 
emission value for diethyl and methyl mercury using the same methodology applied to the other 
TAPs. 

Evaluation of ASILs for groups of chemicals (toxicity equivalency) 
We considered adding steps to address the toxic equivalence of mixtures of TAPs. We based this 
on EPA’s determination that an individual TAP does not adequately consider the impact of 
mixtures of dioxin-like compounds and carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.24 

This alternative would have been more burdensome without necessarily meeting the goals and 
objectives of the authorizing law to a greater degree. Adding more steps after finding a value in a 
table when there is more than one of these chemicals conflicts with the rulemaking goal of 
establishing one value for each TAP in the look-up table. By having a single set of comparison 
values, the proposed amendments facilitate straightforward, scientifically based compliance. 
Listing individual chemicals with sufficient supporting information as TAPs with appropriate 
screening values allows facilities to make individual comparisons. 

Revision of the small quantity emission rate modeling parameters 
We back calculated the 2009 SQER value for each ASIL through screening level air dispersion 
modeling using SCREEN 3 Version 96043. Since EPA no longer supports this model, we 
updated the modeling using AERSCREEN Version 16216. Rather than use one conservative 
scenario, we examined several possible source and building configurations likely to simulate a 

22 “Concise Explanatory Statement and Responsiveness Summary for the Adoption of WAC 173-400-110, General 
Regulations for Air Pollution Sources and Chapter 173-460 WAC, Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air 
Pollutants,” May 19, 2009, Publication number 09-02-008.
23 “A Dimethyl Mercury Inhalation Risk Screening Concentration,” Matt Kadlec, October 10, 2018. PowerPoint 
presentation. See also “A Dimethyl Mercury Inhalation Risk Screening Concentration for Public Health Protection,” 
poster presentation, International Society of Exposure Science Conference, October 28 - November 1, 2012, Seattle, 
Washington.
24 Refer to Palcisko, G. Toxicity Equivalence (TEQ0 & relative potency. October 10, 2018 PowerPoint. Also 
February 14, 2019 Memorandum by Palcisko, G., and Guilfoil, E. Deriving ASILs for mixtures of dioxin-like 
compounds and mixtures of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon. 
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realistic yet conservative scenario that would apply anywhere.25 Table 10 provides the 2019 
modeling parameters. 

Table 10: SQER modeling parameters 

Questions in the dispersion model Parameters reflect Parameters reflect 

Model? AERSCREEN Version 
16216 

AERSCREEN Version 
16216 

Source? Point Volume 
Emission rate? 1 gram per second 1 gram per second 
Stack height? 10, 10.5, and 11 N/A 
Stack diameter? 0.33 meters N/A 

Exit velocity? 1, 5, and 10 meters per 
second N/A 

Stack temperature? (assume ambient) Same as ambient Same as ambient 
Receptors above ground? Yes, 1.5 meters Yes, 1.5 meters 
Urban or rural? Rural Rural 
Building downwash? Yes N/A1 
Building height? 10 meters 10 meters 
Minimum horizontal dimension? 10 meters 10 meters 
Maximum horizontal dimension? 20 meters 20 meters 
Complex terrain? No No 
Meteorology? Full Full 

Use discrete distances? Yes, 5 to 50 meters in 5 
m increments 

Yes, 5 to 50 meters in 5 
m increments 

Terrain height above stack base? No No 

Recalculation of the small quantity emission rates 
We ran 124 model runs of AERSCREEN using the various modeling parameters in Table 11. 
Using the median of all of the concentrations from the 124 model runs resulted in 4282 µg/m³. 
We consider this a robust and sufficiently conservative estimate of the concentration resulting 
from an emission rate of 1 gram per second. 

We used the following calculations, and the conversion factors in Tables 11 and 12 to establish 
SQER values for the year, 24-hour and 1-hour ASIL. Applying the value of 4282 µg/m³ results 
in SQERs for 99.5 percent of the TAPs that are more stringent (17 percent lower than current 
values). Only diethyl and methyl mercury are less stringent. 

Convert Year ASIL to Pounds per Year SQER 
SQER (pound/year) = 

µg Annual ASIL �m 3� x 60 � min
sec � x 60 �min 

yr
1 � 

𝑔𝑔 hr � x 8760 �hr � 

4282 �µg 
3� x 0.1 x 453.6 � 

g 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠
� 

m lb� 

25 See January 16, 2019 Memorandum “Updating the Small Quantity Emission Rates,” January 23, 2019 PowerPoint 
“Small Quantity Emission Rates and De Minimis Emission Values,” and March 4, 2019 Memorandum 
“Recommendations for Updating Chapter 173-460 WAC.” 
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Convert 24-hour ASIL to Pounds per Day SQER 

SQER (pound/day) = 
µg 24 − hr ASIL �m 3� x 60 � min

sec � x 60 �min 
day� 

1 � 
𝑔𝑔 hr � x 24 � 

hr 

� 
4282 �µg 

3� x 0.6 x 453.6 � 
g �� 

𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠
� 

m lb� 

Convert 1-hour ASIL to Pounds per Hour SQER 

SQER (pound/hour) = 
µg 1 − hr ASIL �m 3� x 60 � 

sec 
hr � 

1 � 
𝑔𝑔 min� x 60 �min 

µg 4282 � 3� x 453.6 �lb
g � 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠

� 

m 

Convert ppm to µg/m3 

(X ppm)(molecular weight) 
Y � 

m
µg 
3� = 𝑥𝑥 1000 

24.45 

Table 11: SQER conversion factors 

Calculation Carcinogenic TAP Non-carcinogenic TAP Acute reference 
exposure level 

Averaging period Year 24-hour 1-hour 
Emission unit Grams/second Grams/second Grams/second 
Formula ASIL/(4282*0.1) ASIL/(4282*0.6) ASIL/4282 
Result Pounds/year Pounds/day Pounds/hour 

Table 12: AERSCREEN conversion factors 

Convert from Convert to Multiply hourly value by 
1-hour average 1-hour or 3-hour average 1 
1-hour average 8-hour average 0.9 
1-hour average 24-hour average 0.6 
1-hour average Annual average 0.1 

Recalculation of the de minimis emission values 
De minimis emission values are trivial levels of emissions below which an air permit is not 
required. After evaluating two alternatives to establish de minimis (de minimis equal to SQER, 
and SQER divided by 10), we retained the current structure.26 That is, the rule sets de minimis 
values 20 times lower that the SQER (SQER/20), except for criteria pollutants. 98.6 percent of 

26 Ibid. Also January 17, 2019 Memorandum “Establishing the Small Quantity Emission Rate as the De Minimis 
Emission Value,” and Ecology 460 Rulemaking Stakeholder Meeting Summary, January 23, 2019 (revised). 
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TAPs have values that are more stringent; 0.5 percent have less stringent values; and less than 
one percent remain the same (Table 13). We discuss the exception for criteria pollutants in more 
detail below. 

Table 13: Changes to de minimis emission values 

Change # of TAPs Percentage 
More stringent than existing value (value decreases) 426 98.6 
Less stringent than existing value (value increases)* 2 0.5 
No change (includes adjustment by significant digits)** 4 0.9 
Total 432 100 

* Diethyl and methyl mercury 

** Nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and lead & compounds, NOS 

Exception - criteria pollutants 
We retained the current de minimis emission values for nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, and lead based on the 2009 rulemaking decision. That rulemaking established a single 
de minimis emissions value for criteria pollutants that applies to the permitting provisions in two 
complementary rules: Chapter 173-400 WAC and Chapter 173-460 WAC. Without translating 
the de minimis emission rates in WAC 173-400-110(5) into 1-hour values for WAC 173-460-
150, most projects with a combustion component would not qualify for the de minimis 
exemption because the values in the air toxics rule are considerably lower.27 

Updating the rule to support the rule changes 
The existing rule varies in the number of significant digits used for emission rates and 
concentrations. We round all values to two-significant digits in the table (WAC 173-460-150) 
and propose to specify the number of the number of significant digits of emissions rates (i.e., de 
minimis and SQERs) and concentrations (i.e., ASILs and modeled ambient impact) in WAC 
173-460-040(1), -080(2)(a) and -80(2)(b). We also update language in the rule to use the 
acronym “TAP” instead of toxic air pollutant. 

27 “Concise Explanatory Statement and Responsiveness Summary for the Adoption of WAC 173-400-110, General 
Regulations for Air Pollution Sources and Chapter 173-460 WAC, Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air 
Pollutants,” May 19, 2009, Publication number 09-02-008. 

14 June 2019 



Decision-Making Documentation 

Appendices 

15 June 2019 



 
 

 

I I 

Decision-Making Documentation 

Appendix A.
Proposed Table of ASILs, SQERs, and De Minimis

Emission Values 
The following table contains the proposed acceptable source impact level (ASIL), small quantity 
emission rate (SQER), and de minimis emission value for each of the 432 TAPs. Underlined text 
(and in red) indicates a new chemical or new information. NOS means not otherwise specified. 
This applies to situations where emission factors for a group of pollutants is reported, but 
specific isomers, congeners, or chemicals are not reported. 

Chemical Common Name 
(Underlined (red) means new chemical or 
information) CAS 

Averaging 
Period 

ASIL 
(µg/m3) 

SQER 
(lb/averaging 

period) 

De Minimis 
(lb/averaging 

period) 
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 630-20-6 year 0.14 22 1.1 
1,1,1,2-Tetrafluoroethane 811-97-2 24-hr 8.0E+04 5900 3.0E+02 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane (methyl 
chloroform) 71-55-6 24-hr 5.0E+03 370 19 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 79-34-5 year 0.017 2.8 0.14 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane (vinyl 
trichloride) 79-00-5 year 0.063 1.0E+01 0.51 

1,1-Dichloroethane (ethylidene 
dichloride) 75-34-3 year 0.63 1.0E+02 5.1 

1,1-Dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE) 75-35-4 24-hr 2.0E+02 15 0.74 
1,1-Difluoroethane 75-37-6 24-hr 4.0E+04 3000 150 
1,1-Dimethylhydrazine 57-14-7 24-hr 0.50 0.037 0.0019 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-
Octachlorodibenzofuran (OCDF) 39001-02-0 year 9.1E-05 0.015 0.00074 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-Octachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin (OCDD) 3268-87-9 year 9.1E-05 0.015 0.00074 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-
Heptachlorodibenzofuran (HpCDF) 67562-39-4 year 2.6E-06 0.00043 2.1E-05 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin (HpCDD) 35822-46-9 year 2.6E-06 0.00043 2.1E-05 

1,2,3,4,7,8,9-
Heptachlorodibenzofuran (HpCDF) 55673-89-7 year 2.6E-06 0.00043 2.1E-05 

1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 
(HxCDF) 70648-26-9 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin (HxCDD) 39227-28-6 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 
(HxCDF) 57117-44-9 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin (HxCDD) 57653-85-7 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 
(HxCDF) 72918-21-9 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin (HxCDD) 19408-74-3 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 
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Chemical Common Name 
(Underlined (red) means new chemical or 
information) CAS 

Averaging 
Period 

ASIL 
(µg/m3) 

SQER 
(lb/averaging 

period) 

De Minimis 
(lb/averaging 

period) 
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 
(PeCDF) 57117-41-6 year 9.1E-07 0.00015 7.4E-06 

1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 
(PeCDD) 40321-76-4 year 2.6E-08 4.3E-06 2.1E-07 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane 96-18-4 24-hr 0.30 0.022 0.0011 
1,2,3-Trimethylbenzene 526-73-8 24-hr 6.0E+01 4.4 0.22 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 95-63-6 24-hr 6.0E+01 4.4 0.22 
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) 96-12-8 year 0.00032 0.052 0.0026 
1,2-Dichloropropane (propylene 
dichloride) 78-87-5 year 0.10 16 0.81 

1,2-Dimethylhydrazine 540-73-8 year 6.3E-06 0.0010 5.1E-05 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
(hydrazobenzene) 122-66-7 year 0.0040 0.65 0.032 

1,2-Epoxybutane 106-88-7 24-hr 2.0E+01 1.5 0.074 
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 108-67-8 24-hr 6.0E+01 4.4 0.22 
1,3-Butadiene 106-99-0 year 0.033 5.4 0.27 
1,3-Dichloropropene 542-75-6 year 0.25 41 2.0 
1,3-Propane sultone 1120-71-4 year 0.0014 0.24 0.012 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 106-46-7 year 0.091 15 0.74 
1,4-Dioxane 123-91-1 year 0.20 32 1.6 
1,6-Dinitropyrene 42397-64-8 year 5.5E-05 0.0089 0.00045 
1,8-Dinitropyrene 42397-65-9 year 0.00055 0.089 0.0045 
1-[(5-Nitrofurfurylidene)-amino]-2-
imidazolidinone 555-84-0 year 0.0020 0.32 0.016 

1-Amino-2-methylanthraquinone 82-28-0 year 0.023 3.8 0.19 
1-Bromopropane 106-94-5 24-hr 1.0E+02 7.4 0.37 
1-Chloro-1,1-difluoroethane 75-68-3 24-hr 5.0E+04 3700 190 
1-Nitropyrene 5522-43-0 year 0.0055 0.89 0.045 
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran  
(HxCDF) 60851-34-5 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 
(PeCDF) 57117-31-4 year 9.1E-08 1.5E-05 7.4E-07 

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 
(TcDF) 51207-31-9 year 2.6E-07 4.3E-05 2.1E-06 

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin & 
related compounds, NOS ---- year 2.6E-08 4.3E-06 2.1E-07 

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 
(TCDD) 1746-01-6 year 2.6E-08 4.3E-06 2.1E-07 

2,3-Dichloropropene 78-88-6 24-hr 9.2 0.68 0.034 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 88-06-2 year 0.32 52 2.6 
2,4-Diaminoanisole 615-05-4 year 0.15 25 1.2 
2,4-Diaminoanisole sulfate 39156-41-7 year 0.27 44 2.2 
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Chemical Common Name 
(Underlined (red) means new chemical or 
information) CAS 

Averaging 
Period 

ASIL 
(µg/m3) 

SQER 
(lb/averaging 

period) 

De Minimis 
(lb/averaging 

period) 
2,4-Diaminotoluene (2,4-toluene 
diamine) 95-80-7 year 0.00091 0.15 0.0074 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene 121-14-2 year 0.011 1.8 0.091 
2-Acetylaminofluorene 53-96-3 year 0.00046 0.075 0.0038 
2-Amino-3-methyl-9H-pyrido[2,3-
b]indole 68006-83-7 year 0.0029 0.48 0.024 

2-Amino-3-methylimidazo-[4,5-
f]quinoline 76180-96-6 year 0.0025 0.41 0.020 

2-Amino-5-(5-nitro-2-furyl)-1,3,4-
thiadiazol 712-68-5 year 0.00022 0.035 0.0018 

2-Aminoanthraquinone 117-79-3 year 0.064 1.0E+01 0.52 
2-Chloroacetophenone 532-27-4 24-hr 0.030 0.0022 0.00011 
2-Hexanone 591-78-6 24-hr 3.0E+01 2.2 0.11 
2-Methyl-1-nitroanthraquinone 129-15-7 year 0.00083 0.14 0.0068 
2-Methylphenol (o-cresol) 95-48-7 24-hr 6.0E+02 44 2.2 
2-Naphthylamine 91-59-8 year 0.0020 0.32 0.016 
2-Nitrofluorene 607-57-8 year 0.055 8.9 0.45 
2-Nitropropane 79-46-9 24-hr 2.0E+01 1.5 0.074 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 91-94-1 year 0.0029 0.48 0.024 
3-Amino-9-ethylcarbazole 
hydrochloride 6109-97-3 year 0.045 7.4 0.37 

3-Chloro-2-methyl-1-propene 563-47-3 year 0.025 4.1 0.20 
3-Methylcholanthrene 56-49-5 year 9.6E-05 0.016 0.00078 
3-Methylphenol (m-cresol) 108-39-4 24-hr 6.0E+02 44 2.2 
4,4'-Diaminodiphenyl ether 101-80-4 year 0.025 4.1 0.20 
4,4'-Methylenebis(2-chloroaniline) 
(MOCA) 101-14-4 year 0.0014 0.23 0.011 

4,4'-Methylenebis(2-methylaniline) 838-88-0 year 0.0038 0.62 0.031 
4,4'-Methylenebis(N,N'-
dimethyl)aniline 101-61-1 year 0.077 12 0.62 

4,4'-Methylenedianiline 101-77-9 year 0.0022 0.35 0.018 
4,4'-Methylenedianiline 
dihydrochloride 13552-44-8 year 0.0022 0.35 0.018 

4,4-Thiodianiline 139-65-1 year 0.00023 0.038 0.0019 
4-Aminobiphenyl 92-67-1 year 0.00017 0.027 0.0014 
4-Chloro-o-phenylenediamine 95-83-0 year 0.22 35 1.8 
4-Dimethylaminoazobenzene 60-11-7 year 0.00077 0.12 0.0062 
4-Methylphenol (p-cresol) 106-44-5 24-hr 6.0E+02 44 2.2 
4-Nitropyrene 57835-92-4 year 0.0055 0.89 0.045 
5-Methylchrysene 3697-24-3 year 0.00055 0.089 0.0045 
5-Nitroacenaphthene 602-87-9 year 0.016 2.6 0.13 
6-Nitrochrysene 7496-02-8 year 5.5E-05 0.0089 0.00045 
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